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13.:0RANKJI-5 FOR THE PRESIEEIJr 

SUBJECT; Recoinniended FY I965-FY I969 Strategic Retaliatory Forces (u) 



I have recently conpleted my reviev; of the long-range nuclear delivery 
forces ana their associated support for FT 1965-Fy 1969* The program recom- 
mended vill form the basis for the preparation of the FY 19^5 Budget. This 
meriorendus suisnarizes the main factors I have tai:en into consideration in 
detencining United States requlrecsents for these forces. 

I believe we should adopt ^ for planning purposes ^ the force structure 
susniarized in the table on page two. V?here they differ from ny recoa- 
iTiendations, the forces proposed by the Air Force are shown beneath mine in 
parentheses. In particular, I recommend; 

1. Approval^ in FY I965, of an increase in the total Minuteman 
force level of 50 missiles (to l^OOO)^. at a total procurement cost of 
$250 million^ of which $16? million will Refunded in FY 19^5. 

2. Retrofit of kOO of the 8OO missiles in the first five I*!inute- 
man Wings with the Iirproved l»5inutem£n at a total prc2urement cost of $279 
million of which $130 million will be funded in FY' 65. 

3. Approval of en extensive ICE]-! reliability improvement program 
at a 1965 cost of $115 million. The eventual costs will depend on the. extent 
of the program. They ere now estimated to be about $537 million over FY 1965- 
FY 1969. 

k. Phasing out of 2? Atlas "D" ICm's in FY 196$ instead of FY I968, 
phasing out 27 Atlas "E" ICBvS's in FY I967, and phasing out 5^ Titan I ICBVs 
in FY I96S, for a total estimated savings of $209 million over FY .I965-69. 

5. Retrofit of the five A-1 Polaris boats with A-3 missiles. Dis- 
approval of the proposed retrofit of the thirteen A-2 boats with A-3 missiles, 
for a FY 1965-69 saving of $1*25 million, of which $110 million is realized 

in FY 1965. 

6. Disapproval of the recomDendation of the Chief of Staff of the 
Air Force for procurement of 355 additional Hound Dog missiles at a cost of 
vj^S million. 

7. Disapproval of the recomziencation of the Cnief of Staff of the 
Air Force for expenditure in FY '65 of $78 million on development of a new 
manned strategic bomber. 

8. Continuation of a related classified progreaa discussed in a 
separate enclosed memorandimi. 

In addition, I recommend provision in the FY 19^5 Budget for; studies 
of alternative advanced manned strategic aircraft; continuation of conceptual 
studies leading to an advanced ICEM system and an advanced sea-based deter- 
rent system; and continuation of the oevelopment of the MKEM^ which will be 
discussed in my memorandum on ^£fe&s^l^? n a. 3Us:vA3,cjoTaan±— 
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e.tio.ted toral c^-lisatlonal a.thozixy reouired to procure and operate 
these forces is shown In the follcwlng taDle. 

rrwr.T r.^r.7:'ATT0IvAL. AtrTHO^^-V FISCAL ^ 
" ' (Billions of iXUlarsJ 



?rc--\.Apprcved 
SecIXf Becooi. 
teJJ-:? Prcp^-aed 
C/£/i? ?rrp-:>ae4 




results of their reviev of my recosriended forces were Bumm 

- , , the tinie frame considered, it is not possible 

'^8c Recognizing that, in the xime ^^"^ ..^ ^ United 

Of Defense, ve coiisider that: 

..a. A .-ital fixst c.Jective^to ^ iB ^^^^^ -^d^rJ- , 

adeo-^te punishment on Red China for nuclear or nonn 

a^greseiono 

"V Purtter ve sho^d maintain the capability of conducting 
b. dividing our effort between urban/ 

coHposite strides J aLvicu.iitt v*** „^;,4„„ +o th« circum- 

InSstrlil ana military ^^Sf .^^^"^^'^iie^va^ 

^Ti'z :^^d";c^irirr ^:it]r!rce^^.ort%.to 

■■ at v.i| ^;.ne. fj^ 

b«» renunerative or proQUce 

uJting resnlts. These --P°- -^"^^i,^, Tof ^et laS^hed 

"r ^^^^^^^^^^ 

"^^natS'si^e Sa^r^f^he Soviet Military targets. . 

Sr-^-ESTTll other cost esti^te. in ^"^^ ^T^^^™ ';^^2|;i^T^;s 
^ and ere suhjeet to further J^^tirf^ie h ..ber. 

^BBl exclude the cost of a new manned strategic D 
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'"9. ""it is our viev"that tbe'strateglc ^orce^^^^ : 
in your draft memorandum for. the Presiaeni. ±1 .-^^^^^^ 
■ for the foregoing objflicilves,^/ : ■ -^v-- '--. • 

^ of an additional 355 Hound J»S missiles, enough to eq^P^ ^^^^ .^^^ 

The 1965-1969 cost, of *^^„«^?l:*^!^,?!°^rXoserto about $lf,T57 million for_ioy . 
. vould approximtely $10,oa milUon,^s '^ouia cost approxl-y,/; . 

recommended program. .Tne f ?°"°*„^^i^.,uded In the" program su-bnilsslon;f ■ 
■ i,ately.$388.5 Tnilllon.-.. This proposal vas not :, y;;^:^.: 

of the .Secretary ^.^V^^j^^^Pl ...Sj; ' ^'''■MM^M^B^-^:'^^^'^^^^: '^^ 

• . :mm^ Objective of > y or ce °^ ^^^OO^teman^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^ . 

I an reciiSending an Increase in the for" several. reasons •.iVff;Vj.;.. 

FY 1965 Budget, f crce Wectea f or:^X 

— • -'lere has been some reduction in tae oovic ^EtlmatedtW-fiOOJoper- 



ational ICBM launchers in I^4-^9g^^-:^^,^d reduce' the risks ojl^xtensivejj^: 
Second, ai> FX 1^65 l>icr erne nt^^^^s^les should^ ^ th?: Inproved^S^j^^, 

modification which can arise,, from. dlfricuj.^ie5 „ . iy-^gjioynent schedule .-f^i?;;.-.-,...- 
Minuteman ^^^^f ,^^:,^£^?^^o^m:nrSSa^,"pSS a^^36& mlll^^^rt. 
Moreover, ig, "^-other cost increases, the totalv^J^.,;. • ; . 

cost overrun for FI 1963 and FX 1904, a™ j^^^uteman is now increased v -; -:.-. -. ■ . 

obligational authority reauired in ^^^65 «^ Finally, the over-all.;:, ■ 

by ^h.B million over the. amount previo^^ly ^3 improved : - . . 

?^rj; effectiveness of the ^^^^^^^^ble^^h S ^etlously amoved :• : ■■ 

KLnuteBan, is greater than *l^*=";*^XyInuteman Missiles. In terms; of' ...... 

force level of 80O ^^-^.^ STrl ^^erforce provides .304k?, per 3^;-:v> . 
target destruction capabilities, the reco™ ,,^4 force>trm-;^:'i:y^S?:-^<- 

cent greater effectiveness, than the larevlouBiy a^rov^a .. _ . ^ , 

: •.. ■ post-Attack Command^and Control '^f f ^^^I'ofs^tlay^Iiicf alt . . Thls..system , 

• command posts and 36 B-lfT ^^'^I'^l "^^ost In the air at all' times, plus' , 
-i - . ^Sts the maintenance of one SAC ^terLte headquarters : ■ These.-,:.:,. 

::• ■ ^^e on a high state-.of alert .at each of ^^^^f launching of the 

■•. aircraft can launch «^5^<=°«u^^. *^^.^°3^^^^h ContrS^^ have been .-. . ' 

d'-. ^taprovea'mnutemaa in.^the ei^^^ ^.^v;.!" V:-' ^A^^^y^,:., ■ :;. 

' destroyed.. sgsCigJgjiQfy^ : -VV' ■ ^ .'- -j? 

' ; ^XfW-*^^^^^^ n-f staff and General Power/ .. 

Based on advice from tb^ J°i°\^i^^^„°„/a^ep Underground Head--;:;?-: . 

I have canceHed plans for the L increase in the ' . i. :--. 

5,Irters f or SAC. -..Vhlle there. SAcfa^e-examination of .theS 

furvlvable conn^and a^.°»f^°^ ^»f^^^^^l costs hive led i>e. to conclade-H-'; • 
operational tmed at this timi. I rec.c«mend that- . . 

. • that this center could not be. f i^™.^; through FX 1968, tptalll.ngrJ.Sc 
;■ 'the fundiig' previously ^VP^°^^J°''^^-l?°^ 
■il06 million, :be- deleted, ft era. the. program. 
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The folloving section describes in greater detail the basis for my 
rscoznrjendations. I shall reviev first our strategic objectives, the 
Soviet Bloc nuclear threat, our target destruction capabilities, and 
general nuclear var outcomes. I shall outline in more detail in 
Appendix I, pages 24-29 the key decisions to be made this year. 

II, General Basis for Force Level Becomaendations 
General Nuclear War OTpjectives 

The objectives for our Strategic Nuclear Forces can be sunimarized 
under three distinct headings. These objectives provide quantiiiative 
tests of the adeauacy of our ixssture. 

"Assured Destruction" of the Soviet Union 

An eBsential test of the adequacy of our posture is our ability to 
destroy- after a veil planned and executed So^riet surprise attack on our 
Strategic Nuclear Forces, the Soviet government and military controls, 
plus a large percentage cf their pcpulatiori and economj'- (e.g. 30^ of their 
population, 50^ of their industrial capacity, and 150 of their cities). 
The purpose of such a capability is to give us a high degree of confidence 
that, under all foreseeable conditions ^ ve can deter a calculated deliberate 
Soviet nuclear attack. The calculations made to test this ability are o\ir 
best estimates of the results of possible Soviet calculations of what we 
could do to them in retaliation -if they ve re to attack us. This calculation 
of the effectiveness of the U.S. forces is not a reflection of our acutal 
targeting doctrine in the event deterrence fails. I vill call this 
objective "Assured Bestraction," 

"Ifemage-Lijuiting;' Forces 

Beyond the force required to meet the test of "Assured Destruction," 
additional forces may' be justified if they could further reduce the dajsage 
to the U.S. in the event cf a Soviet attack by an amount sufficient to 
justify their added costs. Such forces might help to limit the damage to 
the United States both by destroying some of the Soviet nuclear delivery 
systems, and by disrupting the coordination of the rest, thereby easing 
the task for our defensive forces. 

A "Full First'Strike Capability" 

The most ambitious form of the "lam^e-Limiting" objective is a 
"Full First-Strike Capability" which 5s defined as a force so large and 
60 effective, in relation to that of the Soviet Union, that ve vould be 
able by a first-strike to reduce Soviet retaliatory power to the point 
at which it could not cause severe damage to U*S. population and industrj^- 

(Contd) 
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A "Full FlrEt-Striy.e Capability" (Contd ) 

Of course, a^v force deEigned for "ABSured teetruction" and ••teoafie-Llnlting" 
capatllitieB ;ill iBc^ltatly have in it soi»e first-strij^e capatlli.y. But 

it at iBsua is vhetber our forces should he augaented heyond this In en 
^tU' to achieve a capability to destroy enough of the Soviet nuclear forces 
l^r? rs?-strike that daiaage to ourselves and our Allies ^^J^^ 
r"talt».tion could be considered acceptable on some reasonable aeflnitlon of 
the term. 

TP" fonov-ing anaiysis reviews alternative U.S. forces in terms of their 
ability" to accon5>li6h these objectives. The concluBlons I have reached are 
as follovs: 

1, ffiie forces I am rsccrasendinc are clearly adequate for the objective 
of "Assured lestructlon" under any reasonable definition. 

2 The prospects for "Daaiage.LiMting" by counterforce attacks Taay 
n- h^id ^eat prSlse In the latter part of the I960' s If the Soviets 
hL:d-rinf disilrse their ICHM force and build up their ..Isslle submarine 
f ^r'e af:^ n^expect them to do. I believe that the reco=>ended forces 
a^c^'pllsh v-S^t r=S^t reasonably be able to be done frc» this P°i=t J^"' 
^d iha; the extra capability proposed by the .'^ Force voula m^ VT^^^' 
bStiOD to "daaase limiting" too asall to be Justified In the light of .Its 
eartra cost. 

^ A "Fall ^Irst^trike Capa-bility" does not appear to be feaBlble 
durlnR the tlse period under consideration vith the veapon systemfi pro- 
X^-^A for bo^ fides, unlesE the Soviets choose to buy strategic forces 
tilt* are both smaller and less veil protected than ve now StT" 
cat-.. or 750 extra Kinuteman ndssiles, as proposed by the Secretary 
^d'crJef of Staff of the Air Force, respectively, would not . significantly 
ii!r:cc-r5 the outcome of the war for us, 

Prc.lec^ted Soviet Strategic Posture 

■Tne follc-.-ing table su^izes current estimates of Soviet s^^tegic 
forijrs in iirLd-l96T and I969. For coaparison, estiniates for aid-19bT 
made last year are also given. 
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SOVIET SgRAIEGIC REIALIATORy vnBrF.S\ftHD ISFSKSITO FORCES 
' '■ ^2°* p:'.^; wtt: or 18 Oet<>ber; 1963 ^^g-- ! 



■-.Low Med 
Opsratlonal ICEM LauncherF 5^ . , 
Soft Lauachftrs ' (2 pcr^ site) 
iBt & 2d Generation— r ; 150 ; . • 200 
Very Large. ICBM^s : /:y ^-ji')>l::"-, 'f(^ 



25oli 



/ ;• 150-^^ 200 '•■ 250S 

Follow-on (possibly"- --feris^ 



one pei? site) 



aDsratlonal--IRm/MR3 M Launchers^ / J^^;^^;^^^ 
Soft {k per point) . ...fm0S0&^^}0M^^^ 

■Eard(2 or ^ore/point) . t5o .;::700.;J25 V;:;^!^^ 



Total 

' . y ' b/.*' 
Missile Submarines 

Ballistic ;-, 
Ifticlear 

"ijlesel *■ ■*■ 
Cruise 

Kuclear/ • - ' • ;.■ 
Diesel ■ ■ . . . 
: Total Missiles ; 
feJuListic . 

Banbers/Tartkefs ' 'v>|^;v^-rr. - - 




Tr; • Ak QO '173 19^ ' 212 : 185 ;>.212...;-. 236 ^, ■ . 



Bison 
Beer/;-. 

Total 
Medima ; 
Badger 
Blinder 

Total 



Total--Bcsia^rs/!raiJ£:^ "I'^-^V^J ' :■ vi^' 

O -l^f ended Areas -^^f^/.^S 



.750 900 



■'*'. \ • ' '■ ^i. 11.- o'viJ '>v*H«*ved to have missiles " 

a/ soft laun c h ers,-bixt not_the hard; launchers, are bel^^ 

and capacity- for ^^^f^^-£-.. '^j^g^ 
b/ The HIE Is noncommittal on the total number ox . 
estimates have, used for ^^^^^^^^^^it^P"^^' m /'v 
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2 2 

1100 ■ noo 



A§^i^^53q1-:^ 825 v^;" 

:-:?'^''5%^'^2 2';; ^* -'15 ■ 
iloo i'iioo^ noo •.;iioo,:. 
' 535 ■ 500 500 ; ^ .650" 



Projected Soviet St: iteglc Posture (Contd ) 

Altbo^^b projectione of Soviet forces in the late 1960's are neces- 
Barlly 6U>*.2Ct to uncertainties, development and deployment patterns Have 
made posei'cle the identification of BOtae broad trends. 

ICBf^'s and IRIX's 

The Soviets now appear to be deplo^'ing ICH^'s in both a soft con- 
fig-ati-- vlth t^,T. launchers per site and a hard configuration 
laun-h--s (silos) i^er site. One additional Tuiesile is probably available 
to eacb soit laiv^eher, but not to.the bs^-d la^^nciisrs, for a ^^-if^/^^^f; 
bility. Our ovn experience suggests their silo hardness vould be in the 



range ^, 



Bv- 19^:., tht- Soviet IR/MRBM force vlU probably >,t^ 
launchlr-.r C;.-r:rently a refire capability for soft launchers is availat^le, 
and this fc-i^ce is deploy^^d in a four launcher per site comiguration. 
The So-flets are ^sc- hardezdr^ so^ of their IREK sites and vnile cur- 
rentiv bslieved deplo^-ec in a tvo launcher per site configuration, th.ee 
la^onc^-^E per -site is possible. There is no evidence to indicate that 
follo^r.on systems are being deN-eioped. Ho-^ver, a mobile aeplojinent of 
ii nev system is possible. 



Tae So'v^ets have under develo^oent a TOO n.ini. submerged -launch 
• bo''li=;t^c i^ls^^le for their submarine for«e. Existing subaiarine launched 
bll-'istic lElBsiles have oi-ily a 350 n.mi. range and the suDmarine must 
f^ur-Ta-e to f i^e . At present, So\'iet submarines carry at most u^^ee 
^ ^li^tic missiles. Stho^^h lively, there is no evidence that the So.^^^^ 
are building a nev class of BUbmarlne carrying more missiles. In aadition 
to baVLlBtic- nisBlles, the Soviets also have a large nuaiber of suDmarines 
(both nuclear and diesel povered) capable of launching cruise missiles, 
it is believed that the cruise misBiles will be deployed in support of 
anti-shipping varfare; ho-^ever, the possibility that they could be used 
against land targets l6 not r\iled out. 
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SLEM^s (Contd) 



By ciid-1969, the num'ber of sutoifirines carrying "ballistic misBiles 
is estimated to vary betveen 6h and 81, and in the absence of a new 
class submarine, this force would carry between approximately 105 and 
236 missiles. 

Long Range Bomber Forces 

Although the Air Force believes that the Soviets intend to Q^pl^ ^ 
new heavy bomber between I963 and I96T, this view is not fbared by other 
members of the intelligence community. Jarring this possibility, there 
is a projected reduction in both the heavy and medium bomber forces. 
Evidence indicates that the Bear and Blinder "B" atrcraTt have available 
a standoff missile capability. However, the cambility f or interconti. 
nental attack remains limited, even though the Soviets have given con- 
siderable emphasis to arctic staging exercises and to aerial rerueling 
practice in en effort -to overcome range deficiencies of their bomber 
force . 



Availability of Hiph Yield Weapons 



The Soviet homeland defenses, including civil defense, are discussed 
in Appendix II, pages 30 to 31- 

Strategic Targets In the Soviet Bloc 

A 'projected list of Soviet Bloc targets was derived based on the 
NIE estimates of the Soviet strategic offensive forces for ^^^^^^^"^^^ . 
period. In addition to cities, the list includes primary military targets 
^ch reiresent a threat to the U.S., Vfestern Europe and overseas theate. 
forces. >nis projection includes targets which would canprise .^^^^-^^^f^^^^ 
Co^d Europe (ACE) Threat List, The number of these targets which vo^d 
be attacked^ theater forces and vo-uld not ha^^ to be l^^l^^fj^^ll^^ 
b.' our Strategic Retaliatory Forces is uncertain. The total Sino-Soviet^ 
£oc T^-get List which is of primary interest to t>^ U.S. is sno«-n on .he 
foUoving page. 
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SOVIET BLOC lEAEGETS END-FY 19^9 



USSR 



Targets 



Lov Med ■ High 



a/ 



..y^^r Extrapolated . 

ACE Threat List 

Lov Med . High , Lov . Ifed High 



TOTAI, 



Urhan industrial .-.^ 



Strategic Cofiaasnd/Contrbl'JiK;- . . - 50 
'Oth&r Cities. ..r^:;-: 1:..:.: -'-^^ 

- Sub-Total ^- -yiiiV • wU-S--', 
Strategic 3guclear ^t;^?^gg^^v^ S^i 

Bcsnber Home & Stagiiig Bases]; •; 50. ; ,50 
Off en. Fighter s ,Tac_^Stagiiig -l ^5 . 
ICBM Sites' - Soft ; -y:Z ":^y.:;V-S^^90 -122 
ICBM Sites - Hard £/.:^^^^-v;^: 70. 100 
IR/KRBM Sites -Soft '^-^'^Ss'^yi ^^5 125 
IR/KRBM Sites-Hard •^ .trV" --^^ 
Submarine Bases ■ ... V ■ " "'v 30 30 
Offensive Controls..;:;^::^':;':^ . 30. 

Sub-Total 



.>;;:50 
■ ^65 
.:;150' 
. 295 
: 125' 

125 
30 

"SO- 



25 

65 



•^•:' '30- ^; 8o 
•^i 65 *130' 
o; . 90 



■:^9o^--|l|?^;v^-^ 
'2i5:=^^^^iK:.■•^K'^ 



, .,*! . 



0 

, 0 
0 

5 

15 



TO 
125 

100 

35 



V 8o ; Sc- 80 55 55 

ISO^S^lSO'/ 120':i:120: 
•122 0:50^ ^y-. 0 0' 

100 "295 --- 0 y->o 
125 '-1125 ••115 :ii5 

U3 r 125 90'' 100 

35- r; 35::. 15^15 

1^5 .^-k^ ^'.■20:.yi:20:: 



'^::?'55'. 
120 
0 

0' 
115 

r.uo 

:-l5 
" 20. 



560 635 870 •• rL5 "675 .T5o" . 985 ;I^i5'.>25;: " 1^35 



' j. 3Degeafeive and Other' ^iilltary Z^. 

Air Defense /Fields/Controls": - 

SAM Sites ^ - . :■ ^'^'y-U^i^- 
• Aircraft Dispersal Bases 
Strat/Tac . Vpns Storage ^•j'^-^;v; -.v : 
Other Mil/interdiction 



. Suh -Total , 
Total ' 



65 

100 
65 
225 
155 

610 



-.- ■ 50. 

--::>5 
15 

.:'215 



115 

ll^O' 

110 : 

•226: 
825- 



■35 

■lO 

:ioo 
■ ko 
■TO 

255 



1320 1395 .1630; /;395 1715 1790. J^2025\; 670 . 680 •.• 690 



5/. 



Includes Chlna/j: . ■; : 

These are Inclxided in the preceding total* ''5^.v 



Includes Tjar^iamndssile' test ra^^ ICBM's are assumed to he 

deployed in.a three letincher per site configuration except for the high 
Soviet posture for which case the follov-bn ICBM is assumed to he videly 

_disperEed.y|ij^^^^"^^^^^^^^^ :'■ J:]:, c^j^^^hf ' '-. 

This numher' includes' only those SAM' s not colocated vith other targets'- 
.and vhich are in penetration ccOTidorsv • • • / ''i^ ■ •> .'^^^Z^'^;/;^. ' - 
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Current Coverage of Targets .Tnreatenirig .VeEt ern Europe 

Today the ACE Threat List consists of approximately targets. 
SACFOR's D£,^or subordinate co^nnanQers also maintain a target list 
^tely additional preselected targets for possible attack In the event 

of a nuclear var In Europe. Allied Cotan*aiid-Europe has three programs for - 
attacking theit: 

1. The SACEDE Scheduled Progran, vhlch is directed against the 
primary nuclear thi^eat to Europe corrently involves about 

targets (of the apprcxtTa&tely targets on the ACE 
Threat List) vithin range of his forces. 

2. Tne Major Subordinate Commander's Regional Priority Program 
consisting of appi^oxUnat^ly other interdiction targets 
to be attacked by SACEOR forces. 

5, The M^jor Subordinate CoiEaander's Regional Program consisting 
of approadaately preselected fl^d targets concerned with 
the interdiction canipaign, the land battle, and naval targets 
which may reouire attack. 

There are, in addition, otmr unscheduled targets of opportunity vhich 
vould be attacked in connection vith the land battle. 

The extent to vhlch U.S. "external" forces (i.e., U.S. f^^^f 
under SACFJR^s command) are nov; scheduled to attack targets on .he ACE 
Threat List is shewn belov. 

ALLXED GOha^MD EUROPE CUKHEKT TaRm^LIgT ' 
SACEUR's Scheduled - 

Progrefli ^ rr * -i 

SACEUR SACEUH & External To^ai 
Alone Ertemal AJ-oae TGZ's 

Strategic Thiclear Higb Urgency 
priniary Bomber _ 
Primary Offensive Fighter 
Soft MR/IRBM Sites 
Eard MR/IKSK Sites 
Mssile Submarine Bases 
Military Controls 

lefenses and Other Military 
Aircraft: lispersal Basts 
Strateglc/l«^: lte£ Storage - 
Other >Jil/Xnterdiction 

Urbas iTiQustrlal 
Totals 

a/ rns targeting of tbs assigned BK "r Icmber force viU change these 
results. 
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^nr^es Required ^"^ "Assured testructlon". 



Returnliig" nov to the broad strategic °^J"^^^or "AsBured testructlon." : 

I vo^fS^o address ^i^^^ ^\^-",:/eS lo ^=1^^-*^ ' 
Threffectiveness of our. posture ao to thei m retaliation 

S^eS on the Soviet -^^^^^^^r "Ij^^^^^oubtless consider the-^>^&;^V . 
lf^hey attack us. Al*^?^>^%^°;^:l\t?Sk, they vould have to f ^^•;:A>. 
prospective military °^t=°^.°f '"f t^the numher of people ve could kill , 
^eS^veight in their consideration ^^j^ industry. Therefore,- in. • 

^^iTSount of d^nage ve co^^o^e^ e^^^. the destructive.,. 
«nsidering "Assured D=structlon, I shaji^^^^^^^^ all of . it is ... . 
capacity of our force on the i^TOOtbetical^ ^ ^^^-^^ forces ^^^.t . 
targeted on cities, *^°^^°j^=LriiI^n ve now face is th« 

manner if ^«t«!-"i^^^±.,^thf FY 196^ ^dS"*, a force of 950 Miimte 



targetett on ci>-i=-, TKeVksy- decision ve now.i«i>-= --- , 

manner if deterrence fail^a- ^l^W iq64 Budget, a force of 950 Minute 

■•■ v;/:r■:'^■■;'•^i■-<S*^f■;^5;:-.^^^^^^^ -o^Tilem to have- ahoutl^ 

•' In" 1969, vithout 'aiy Mtouteman inissUes, .ye p ^ Strategic ■Ee'Ealia^ry 

veapoS S,850>Batons la the 5!^ -^.^^^^e ", .iedlum" force,, attacks,.,. 
^^tfjt .As^ng that the Soviet IJnion, using_ and that In', 

forces vith a veil planned ai^d ^f^^^.^Stes of operational factors' 
an cases our e^ct^^^C^'-' ""l^g^'f to ^ correct, t^^e, U.S. force ^ 

rusted in Appendix III, pages io 3^ ; „~^oted to deliver ahOiit.lIOOJ. 
iSgeted as Spothe slzediahore ^"^e^Sl SI'sts/ Recognizing. thaV such . :. 
v^lons andYl,200^ megatons, on about \335J I'jjj^ely" factors l^ly , ;i , 
TsSLtes e.i^'^^^essarily^certain *^^/^\.^,ted to ^111^1^?^:;.- 
that such an attack.on Sovle^ $f ^^^^^^^^^^uf 5T P=r °* ' 

■■ ..iiV-i/.- '^-rz-'-r-^^ „ +V,. Rssumotlons made ahout many • 

Bui'ti«e calculations f ""^^^f uncertainties a^d;,v. , 

■ uncertain variables. , In f ^"^^^^^^^ less favorable to our-^.,-.;^... 

possible alternativera^B^tions ceasidera^ y ^^^^ critical ..y. . 

Lives than, those underlying tt'S",^^^^^!:^* deliberate surprise. •-. 
-SS^aace of our ^^^^"y to retaliate ag^^n^^^ for this r4ssion^::V-- 

^lear attack, .1 believe t^^J^^f ^'^lions as veil as agatost our ; . . 

should be tested against P=!^^J=^^^^e insurance afeainst fut,^e.. - ; 

T^st .estimates. /^^^^StfStere^en an "o??>i«istic" Soviet . 

contingencies and to b^ .aoxe ,,1-0 u ^ _ . . .. ..j^.^ . . . . 

'decision-maker. ;■ ■■ \ '■■ . '.j. K ',. If 

and government =?g|;°^,^»°*'^^e^ion target^.l?^ 



TT-r^^nP^ Reoulred for '■Ass-jred DeEt .iri.ction" (Cont'd) 

• o +>.at iE not normally sensible to design the defense 
Ve recognize that IE nox noii^- ^^^^-^^tes In fact, it can 

T>ro£ra:n entirely on the basis of ^ll^YT^^^^^^^'^enei.y capabilities, 
-oe just as dangerous to overstate as .0 unae-..a. en capabilities 

for it can lead to the P;--^^"^^/^,^?^?!;""; tiLtes Of the tl-.eat, 
that vould appear very ^^^^^^^^"^I^ies of desperation. In sone 
and it can lead to tne ^^°^.^^°':°\l:lt:^^^ll^ optimistic estlinates Eay 
cases, the fact that a capaDiU.y ^^-^:%^°^;4!J^^clear attack is so 
be si^-ificant. Hovever, deterrence o^ deU^e a oe nu ^^^^ 

funda-^nental to our vhole defense posture ^ 

that our retaliatory pover to beyond any rea.onasxe 1 

*<-«„+<T,cr +>ip assured retaliation capabilities 
The major uncertainties affecting ^^^^^^^^^ headings: ^ 

of cm- Strategic Nuclear Forces car. be groupea una.r lo 

1. Improved Soviet' Defenses, 

2. Larger or More Effective Soviet Offensive Forces, 

3. Lover U. S. Missile Reliability, and 

k. Unanticipated Vartizae Degradation in U. S. forces. 

^ TT c; -Forces for "Assured Destruction" under each 
The effectiveness of U. S. forces 31.33. 

class of uncertainties is discussed in Appena.x II, pag-s 5± 

rrr ^ r.'^kin^ a"' 1 pss siinistic ass-OTiptions , hovever unliXely 

The effect o^ making <^^± pe.^- ^.v^n^ the assuamtions ve 

...ch . contingency might be, as opposed^^o ^^^^^^ forces 

consider mcst lively, is ^^^f^ J^^^/^^^^f ^as's^^ed th\t the rest of 

in the folloving table. In each ^f^^^^ ^069. 

our forces as shovn in tne ^ab±e o. pa^e 2 fo. -i^' ^ 



)ect.ed, and pessimistic estimates 



for 



irfY'£2i:^rS":4s^r^^^^ t.rs section is tab^ated in 

Appendix III, pages 38-39- 

x' 1P) T he Soviet sun:rise attack on the U. S. to 

IT ^^PP^^;^^t^r/rST>in e t^^ld h^ killed 195 million Americans m 
vhicn tnis f ^^^f^^.^Hationv^^ fallout proxection program,, 

the absence of an ef.ect.ve ^^^^ -r^-'lout protection prograr., 

120 million if ^^^^^J'^l^^^^lyZr^et eities- If the 
in both cases assuming xhe Soviets vould, nevertheless, 

Soviets do not target, cioies, L • S . protection program) and 

varv betveen 75 iniHion (nationwide ^^'''r^'^^'llll:^) u S. 

section on "Damage Limiting belov. 



I -13 



man 



■I I 



Forces Required for "Assured Iftstructlon" fContd) . :^'^J/^'i''C'^^ ''^^^^ 
SOVIET PAIEALITIES MD UTOSTRIAL lESTHUCTIOg 



Ezpscted Factors 



Uuniber of 
>£Lmitemea 

0 

1,000 

■1,200 V 

; i,JfOo V - 



■ Fatalities 
:.' k11« . ^ 

^•'ii5::;§|jo';^ 

158 "'^f; 69"^ 

■ i6t'S3g^Ti^^ 



Ind*l.Cap. 

destroyed 
(Per Cent) 

■ 82 

l87 . . 



• ■ Pessimistic Factors "^-^ 

Fatali ties ■ Destroyed :■ ■ 
. ;: V;: (Per Cent) 



90 



Mil. 

..IfO' 



IT^;;^ 

32'^ 
■35 > 



•-.Granted there are tmcertalntiesV in my. ^Judgment these calcyilatipns 
shov that to the extent that the prospect of/mlll'lons' of deaths' and a'^ ; ■ 
high level oSe^e struct ion of Industry can deter a calciaated attack, ^y.-^ 
the force of "(556^1-llnuteman missiles already authorized, in comhination;^. 
vlth the other planned forces should he clearly adeq.uate for "Assured ' 
destruction," vhlle a larger force vould add very little from this ' 
point of^.vlev. From a Soviet viewpoint, the potential . damage ;.that;;. . 
could he''"inflicted .hy a United States retaliatory attack is so severe'. 
that they, ;the Soviets,, should he*'deterred from ' initiating general .^^^^V^: 
nuclear var,^^c-y:'^'---"0':': " ' " 



Eecause'of the concentration of CoimmmiEt .China's industry, ■ 
"^^mnuteman missiles can destroy 'a^utt;v^i^r ' cent of the, industrial-; 
cecity or alternatlv?5ly(§^f5Minuteman^'M^ destrcy an>oirt^;'.^ r 

■ f^S^^er cent^"- ^^y■recommen(^ed/^ogram'ls more .than sufficient to 
— cover this possible reguirenent.-". z'^''-^^--' 
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"Dss^f Llsltirj" Ct-fcsllltie;. cf j.lte-?.E.tlve U. Forces 

In this B8rtic= tre disi^issea the '^da=£«e li»'^-?8" P°*f 
alterDstive Kiz-^^.s:^ forces ^c-v-^rec for second- ' rike counter-militaiy 
Xtxgetii^. 01: ccsasi, In tie r^-^e cf cciiditio' i ffloet likely to be 

S;UaprBci.. kl^.* nissties sbo-cia be avj^' /-le for covnter-mllltaiy 
targeting. 

swilid tc t.5L? Srsls^- 5-»i.ti.si=s -wi^esT teigets asd to the cities is 
sS'vs beloy fcr tir-es titeniii^lTt fcrses. Fsrse I represents the 
S lis^i^iS-.-. tc b. li^.e br end F- loS5 Force II is =^ receded 
t,rc«a!ii inti-alii« l^a^: Kin-yj^a.-:! by end fT I969, and Force HI / 

Ail KiBU-fceBiTi/PiUns Biselies jr^^raaasd to f "-i" 5^ Blseile-avay 
liidicatcr (1^^ bUsvb tie i^eaa^der to assess '^^^^ler the BiBsiles 
cc^rleted ccnat-d«a *ii vers Is^^tfted). ?iartfcem:re, the erea.er 
fl«^b*litv' of iETffiTii Mii-=iSLsa is t=ed to enhance loe performance 
of^iet^s'^c ySt^ fcfs* bv a c..^i:iation of retrc-f itting i=!Proved 
^ssiles'i; I V silc. .-d co-location of laproved Klnuteman 



c 



7/ Tns costs or -csTefes Hlrrr^-ex^:^ forces are ae follove. ^^^^^^ 

gS: rr 65 FT 67_ n" 68 FT 69 Fr65-69 

" " ""^^ — "Tt:--- lii Killions of Dollars) 

Prev. APS. (130:) £111.8 IS^o 1017.3 ^9-9 555-9 '■327-5 ^00-9 

Force 1 (950} £10T.6 l^Or'.U 550.3 387-9 U37- 5 ^!<50-K.- 3031-8 

Force II (ISOC) za&.l l$ie.2, nSl.O 1062.9 569-1 327-". 1^756-6 

Force IIKIJ^'J 2230.9 £177.3 1^57.2 9!.9-0 669.U 1.57.'* 5710-3 
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SSCOHD STKDCE, 



Size of 
Soriet Force 



Target Class . 



i -Target Destruction Achieved. 
'^By M^"-^-^^^ Forces 
fSJ^TI Force II gPfce III 



Lav 



Ksdi 



Hig' 



Ind. Cap- . 15 . 
Strat. l?uclear : ■ 
Air Defense■^ :; -^;-,.o5 

' Ind. '^Cap.-*^ - . - 
. - Strat. Ifuclear 750 

:--"^f' •■^^'Air Defense ' o3 

' v>i---:P Strat. Ifuclear .;; 9<p. 

■ Air Defense. ■ ; " 65 



65* 

90 ; 

60 •■ 
T2 
0 

255 
Ul 
0 



65* C 

'60".^]^ 

,81 .'^ 
•25 'A 

■■ 25 'riti: 



92- 

90. 

60 ^ ^ 
90 ; 

',25 
^;i*o. 



■ '■' ' 4«/'w^cV^iTe all alternative U«S,. J 

— ■ «hen WWa>galnrt the Sov^ capaMlltie.. Further-: 

forces are atle'to achieve "f^ ^^^'l^'d^^er attack, addition to . 
We, vhen oonsiderlxig the "f^^rtiorof the strategic nuclear ■ 

aes^i^vlng aroroxlmately 95 f ^I^son dSensive and other ^Utaxy target, 
targets, about 70 percent of all -„is. 75 ii^ioved Hlauteinan, 

vouS h^ destroyed. For ^/""^J^S Po^is, f> ^ available' for. ; : , 
5U Titen II and 72 Atlas F (totalling 533^8b11 ^ ^^^^^^ ^^^^ 

Lsign=*«,t against USSR '^^f^^Yf^i^^^ cities or vithheld as a 
either he applied lnEneaiate:iy against bovie^ ^^^^^^^^^ assume that , • 
protected veserve 3for such an a-tacK. attacks is utilized.-' 

the entire Sorce avai3^M« for cwfflter-^ni^^ ;).v.: , 



o 



5/. 



■ . • ■ ■. - - ■/•■.••^•^.y--- ' . 's_-riLet force and "Pptimlstic" U.S. .•. 
The results are -based on the i^cw ^ are assumed 100 psi. ■ 

operational factory. Soviet ^\rf'^^^Jll iov<^^ and "Expected" 

results are-has.d on the "Mfi'™. , ^ssile sites are assujjied 200 psi. 
U.S. operational factors:. l^ L^Tilrze Bni "PeBBl^dstlc" ^ ' 

The refults are hased °° ^I't '^C^^ai^ssijS^ sites are assumed ^fS^i 
U S. operational:;f actors. Soviet hard miss :, . , 

Excludes 65 ICZs In the Satellites.^. ^ .^^^ 5 percent) . 

For a ^llsht degradation 11. ^^^:^^"^nhe attack of .Chipa v.uia he ■ 
a reserve for other =°°*^^"a^"/^=„Xrs ahout 75 KHiuteman; vith 
available. . The reserve vlth ^^^Force HI, about 515 Minuteman 

• Force II, about 315 ^"^^^i ''^^^jf to be deployed in a rtdely 
S the follov-on Sorbet ICTM turns o^ to ^^^^^ ^.^^ targeted 

dispersed pattern (an adattion^ 6T g^^^^^., destruction vould be 

■ byTs. Jnissiles froa the „^^f ii^a^a for both of these • 

achieved under = ^."^^e^by S^l^t^^ ^5 >nissileB. ■ " • 

forces, the reserve vould. be. reducea Dy . ,. _ .•. 



When taxgetea against the Meai^ So^.et P^f^^^^' ,f ^.S^Force l) 
nuclear target destruction capa-bilaty v.j-.es ^ ^ 25 percent 

to 8^ percent (Force I" • J--";/^'^^ ^^^eas F^ce II Lm eves 
aanage expectancy against Soviet hard ICE. ^, achWes an 80 percent darage 
a 55 percent demafie ='^'=t«"=y,^^^°r';^tleE are available vith Force I 
e=:pectancy. ^^^f^!' ?^e So^ssiles vould be ■ - 

to cover air defense fields. Althougn » " ^ ^. fields, 

. assigned against Savi-\^"^"^:*°2nc?tnf ^ n^er^to assure reasonable 
the HOUHD KG force mght not be sufficient in n ^^.^ack 
penetration of the boober force. Wi^h Fo..ce x xne 10^ aefensive 
^;uld only succeed in destroying about to f °e^ectancy 
and other mlitary targets and ""^^ Ito^ce II 

against hard Dissile sites *y^^I^roxiBate^ 25 percent^ destroying 

. aad Force HI, f ^nsiv^lfd ^tSr Suta^ targets 
about 60 percent of the soft deiensive edq u „i„Eiie sites to 
vouia increase the dainage expectancy ^^j^^^^^^^^^f^^^^ III) All U.S. 

approximately 75 f-^^^^f ^t^fiL^vaUaSe for Sl^ent'egainst 
alternative forces have 533 mssiies e\a-j.BDJ.c 

USSR irrbEii-inaustrial areas.-/ 

.^en targeted against the High Soviet f^^^/J^l^^J^lV.^^^^^ 
V.S. operational ^ ' "^^^ts a^ltMs contingency occur. 

th^pLSrcrf^'^oSlSS ^Ti^^s'vould not hold great promise. 

Tne fatalities that can be inflicted upon ^^l^f^^l^J^^l,"^ ^^J''' 
forces vhich are aTLocated to "!i%^t^s TO ynillion . . . . 

are 75 million assuming opti^stic U;^' ^^^^^^5 Juion ^sLing 
assuming expected U-S-^°P"f ^^^^^ht^^ fig^„ be added the 

pessimiEtic U.S. operational factors. To these ^^5ur assigned 
fatalities from the '"ilitary attacV s ^-™^^^^^:i^?tionai^5-35 
against hard targets ere Sround-Du^st, a. a m^im 

Billion fallout fatalities (depending on ^^^^1 gefense program, 

result, provided that the Soviets have a na.ion vide^ci i ^^^^^ ^.^alities 
In the absence of a nation-wioe civil aexens- progr 
vould vary betveen 70-80 million. 

■ The importance of counter-m.ilitary t-get destruct^n lies^in lifting 
the veight -Of the Soviet attack and con seouen ly_li»i^i^^^^ 
fatalities that .bould be infUcteo by *^^^oviet s^ur^ i &^ 
effectiveness of the alternative U S forces in^limiting^^ ^^^^^^ 

second-stril.e conditions °-P^°°^°^/^;\.:; .^eond, Soviet targeting' doctrine 
the ci^cuE:i^ances of the ou.breai. ' . programs. With respact 

Se missile agali>st each Soviet hard missile site. 
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tbose ii. viiieh the So^1et forces targeteS agai'fC our ci"" ^ 
befo« our BlBBileB arrive on target; .^c Beco'.!, those i° °S ..e 

BlBBileE have ttoe to inflict attrition on tt O^Q-haseo portion of the 
Soviet forces asBigned U.S. urbsn-inaustriel vargets. 

Little iB toovn about the Soviet taxge-.xg Sootrii^e The Sotlets 

vouia probably pla:. on attadiag both =iii-*^,;^-^^!L^f eit^^B 
it iB loBBible that ve night be able to deVir the:, from f 
or that the var could be teiadnatea before laasslve ^"y/;;;^!^^^!;^ ^. 
eiecut-a to the ta^le on the follo^liis rage, caseB are coasioerea in 
S^S^; ^et attad. agalfeBt our citleB are ---^ff^^^f ^' 

delayed, or. vlthheia. With respect to the «*ent of^.S. acoive and 
WBtive aefenBe, if ve have fallout protection 

?^u^ter-Dllltar; forces can inaVeJhe job of our ^^^"'f:^ '"if^ ^ 
rlduce directly the n^=&er of veapons falling on.the Uni.ed St^;f^ _ 
Alternative v7s. counter-BdUtaiy forces are caspared under alternative 
Tets ot aBBumPtions repreoentins cokbl^ations of ^ " 

A case is also shovn in vhich no U.S. forces are "signed Soviet Bloc 
nilitary targets. This case vlll be designated Porce A. 

rnese calculations Buggest that the d£:=aee-liMting pot»tial of 
counter-^ilit^T forces Is eubieet to ai^inishing ^^'"^^^^^^^S 
of a nation-rtoe fallout protection prograa the ^-S-/^"^""^ f!'" 
even if urba;.-lnauBtriel areas are not directly !°f^ie^" 
considered, the advez:tage (as neasured iB the reduction i° [^"^""^ 
of second-striie counter-military attacks vnen corioareQ *i*°/**'f 
vLch do not target military bases is clearly f f:"";. /^'^;!fiJ'','^;r 
associated vith the 200 eitra missiles proposed by the- Secretary of the 

Air Force is sjnall. 

I "--.in 7-!rgt-gtrii:e'' Cacabilitr 

Eej^nd these "Ifei^e-Id^tii^'' objectives, the next thre^^old iB a 
"Pull slrst Striie" posiure, ti^t is, a force that ^o^-lo en*^« ^^^^^ 
a suiprise attack to reduce Scrtet ret^atciy pover to ^^^^ f^^^^* 
thich it could not cause severe dsriSge to tJ.S. por^tion and industry. 

It vBS shown earlier- this neacrsadum that ve can ^^^^Jf^^ 
position of "Asrured Destruction", vhicU is enotner 1;^, f -f^Tfi^Se- 

can, vith high confidence, deny tc the Soviets a Full Tirst-Strlie 
clp^Siity. sS^the sane »eL.s ve are using to achieve a P^'!°^ °f 
"if;ured Lstructlon" are also av^la^le to ^l=-^&=vi'^f • 
as indicated earUer, ve «rp--ot the Sorlet-e zo have, a. a j-n^^, 
between l35 and 23$ baVListic ^rissiles on ^>^i=".^^^^^..:?^rf;'ee 
also a possibility that a portion of '->--3--^==^"-=^"-?;* Hn^' 
could bVaEEigned targets in the U.S. Although vec^ have an e..ec..ve 
capability to sink ena:^ attack suhnarines in a 

attrition at sea, ve flo-Sot appear to have any realistic prospect of 
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U.S. FATAUTIES ASSU?gi?G 13E SOTZETS INITIATE -TEE ATTACK 



AltematlTe U.S. Forces 

Force A Force I Force II " j^rce III 
CFsteaities-ln KiHioSs) 

JjOv Sor let Forces 

— a/ 

A. K iElrrja Fsllc-ut Frctectlon In U.S. 

' 1. U.Se cities hit li^d. 7" 165 138 138 138 

2. U*Se cities attack delayed^/ 165 100 83 oO 

3. U»S, cities attack withheld I/A 67 53 51. 

S. AiicnexiteQ Fallout Protection in U.S.-' 

1. U.S. cities hit imined. c/ 95 88 • 88 88 

2. U.Se cities attack delayed^ 95 66 55 52 

3. U.Se cities attack vlthheld K/A 25 17 1^ 



Kedlim Soriet Forces 

A. KiniairjD Fallooit Protection In U.S. 

1. UoSc cities hit i^il! ^7" l83 l^S 183 

2. U.S. cities attack delayed^ 195 l62 150 - 

3. U.S. cities attack vithheld K'- 1^5 130 127 

B. Augmented Fallout Protection in U.S.- ^ 

. 1. U.S. cities hit InmldT" 1 120 11.0 110 110 

2. U.S. cities attack delayed^ 120 92 85 79 

3, U.S.. cities attack withheld K/A 1+8 43 

Force A: Forces only targeted against urben-industrial areas. 

Force It Includes 950 Mimiteman, end achieves the target destruction capehilities 
against- Soviet Bloc military targets as previously shown; 

Force II : Includes 1200 MinuteBan, and achieves the target destruction 
capabilities as previously shown. 

Force III: Includes II4OO Kinuteman, end achieves the target destruction 
capabilities previously shown. 

17 HHyEnlion stocked shelter spaces, hut because of liniited training for 
"thecpopulation, no effective use of these spaces is joade. 

b/ The "Augmented" protection progrsa assuoed here for the U.S. is a nation- 
vide faTLout protection at a cost of $U billion and consists of 2U0 million 
fallout shelter spaces. 

e/ The delay is assumed to be roughly 1 to 8 hours, long enough for our 
iniBBile attack but not our bomber attack to arrive. 
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teins able to aesticy a »^or ^ of the Soviet deployea sub^rlBe 
EiBsIle force iB a Budaen attack. Moreover, as ^^l^f ^^^f^,*''* 

Sonets axe hardenlns their ^-^^-^-^-J^^^^.^U.^^tfl^fifbSuBtic 

have the further option of protecting -hese ^or^^E vixn 

alssile active aefensec, a choice vhlch as of "°;'^Weexs ^'^"^^ 

t^ us but Mbich Bay he attractive to them. Purtheraore, it 16 nign^y 

^^..^th^f ve :Sia he e^le to ^afmS 

kinds of criele circumstances in vnich a FlrSw-S.riKe cap 

voisld be relevant - 

In viev of these facts, if ve vere able to achieve a "Tull First- 
S-rlt;^ laSbmty, it vould haye to he because of Ba>=e special 

r^rfuLt^^^s'^^^^ for. -^r-^etr^sr^o^:; tH:;ioy 

TEnall poorly protected force, ^''^^^ ^f^'^/^^^^I co^Sfhope to 
to a U.S. first-strike. Second, one iidgh. argue y^'Jl ^ 
^chie.-; a satlrfa=toi7 outcome hy cc^l^a good firs. B.rlke 
c£T>ahiaity vlth a- coercive strategy. Or tnird, ve c^ght 
outspend the Soviets. "Bhat ere the prospects for each? 

AS for the first possihillty, adBlttedly t^J^Soviets are no^ 
substLtialUr hehlDd us In the T^ttSt to 

=^^r^' ^^^^^^^'S-^Sahm^^: ?he^S^';tf vSd not 
achieve a Full FiXEw-burxte ci&p3.Dij-ti,.yi « n-^-hprvlBe Tjrotect 

contlBue to build missile suh=^-iBes ana °5 "TaercirSarces 

their EiSBiles. As the calculations ^^IfY.'l^^f ITii^^eapS™, the 
1^^^^ Srr;Snd:i1^orce,^;ould 



be grt»n » 



sscst of the Soviet B^rax^gic ouu- c^^^^^i ^T^fa avoiding attacks on 
jxj *nfi -then coercing tne SovaetB into avoiuxiis cwwe. 

cities inuac., and .nen ^^^^^"^ - reT>--isal) end accepting peace 

o^or cities (by the threat ^^^f f ^^^^.J^'I^^^^^^.h^ their vill and 

J. T*. -fv^-f e rPRP ve voiild be cotmting on aes wroj'-u^j _ 

n:t°t;ei?aMlitrt:'drstr^y our cities. I believe ti-t the coercive.. 
:tra;e^\rriiSsible a.d desirable fP^^^^^.^^esfo a bad situation. 
circu=stances In vticn ^'f ^^%:^I^;^'^^*^;asonable wssibillty 
mere the only J^^^^'^"°"^^n^J^lilh%o count on it vorking 
that it Eight vork. !° l veUef that ve could 

to the point that it vou-ld fona the basis f J. ^^^!^" ,^.7 provide a 
^riie first vithout retaliation. 6or aoes this poss-bi-lvy provioe 

basis for buying Dore ndsElles. 

... ^ it. * .r-'r-v'- R'-blove a "r-jU First-strike" 
T^e third possibilitT is that ve m^- ^-'^rl^^^. / _ .333 

dindiiiBhtng BSTginal retxanB. 



The folioving table coinpares four alterD&tive U.S. forces. 
Force I Ib a force posture incluaing 950 Kinutemen. Force II is the 
recosmended force and includeB 1^200 Kicuteaen. Force III is the 
proposal of Secretary Zuckert and includes l,i;00 Kinutemen. Force IV 
Includes the 1,950 Kinuteaen proposed by the Chief of Staff, Air Force. 

USA^STEHIi' EUPOPS FAT.fiLXTIES UITISR U.S. VITIATION 
And Soviet Counter-City Betall at ionB / 
(In KiHions) 

U,S. malities Vestem EuroT>e Fatalities 

I — Ti IV I II III ry 

(9m^){^6i^.Km^){^3^0 . (9501-2':) ( isoom) ( i5oaoi) ( 1950MK) 



Lov Soviet . 
Postured 


50 


UO 


32 


28 


90 


T5 


65 


60 


Medium Soviet 
PostureS/ 


95 


75 


65 


58 


100 


90 


85 


T5 


High Soviet 
Posture!^/ 


162 


153 


1U8 


138 


155 


112 


138 


130 



Only if the Soviets elect a minimum force posture vould there he prospects 
of keeping U.S. fatalities at a relatively low level. But in 
greater numbers of Kinutemen beyond the level recommended do not subBtanulally 
reduce U,S, fatalities. Moreover, the potential daiaage to ^^f . ^ 

remains very high. For the tvo other Soviet postures U.S. and KATO fatalities 
are high, end additional Minutemen do not hold great promise in reducing 
these fatalities. For the Medium Soviet posture, even if vere to ^^S^;^^ 
Force IV ^Ith the KIKE-X anti-missile system at a 

the svstem could be derloyed around 23 cities by icid 19t>9} U.S. .atalltieB 

would, nevertheless number about 35 n^iHic^n provided the U.S. has a 

vide civil defense program. However, in the absence of a civil defense prograsi 

end assuming the High So^-iet Posture U-S. fataOdties vould numner about 120 

million. 



a/ All Burvi^-ing SoViet forces, except their bomber force, are assumed 
^ tai^eted against cities. If only military targets are ^t.acked, U.S, 
fatalities^vould be under 20 million providing that the U.S, 
vide civil defense program. In the absence of a civil a ef ens e Program 
U.S. fatalities could number between 70-90 mmon. Unaer t-^st-s^i^e 
circumstances U.S. reserve forces greatly outnumber tnose of the SovlCw 

b/ The results are based on the "low" Soviet force. Optimistic U.S. 

onerational factors and nation-vide Civil Defense program, 
c/ The results axe based on the "medium" Soviet force. Expected U.S« 

operational factors and nation-vide Civil Ifefense program, 
d/ The results are ba"&ed on the "high" Soviet force. Pessimistic U.S. 

operational factors and no nation -vide Civil Defense program. 
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It voTild eeeai aljiiost ■.i±belie\-:Lble that the Sovlete vcnild BOt react if 
ve started building Force TV augnented by lOKE-X. Vhat vould be the prospects 
in Buch an arms race? Studies eiiggest that, eseuming Soviet costs are siiailar 
to ours and that they disperse their hard ICEM*b tvo to a point, and asBisning 
that we vish to asBiire the surv-ival of BO percent of o\ir population (i.e., 
no laore than l+o million dead) after a U.S, first-striXe, the cost exchange rate 
is ro::ghly three to one against us. That is, if ve attespt to naintain a 
first-strike posture defined as no more than kO ndllion dead (and the Soviets 
attespt to achieve a capability to kill at least hO million Americans in 
retaliation) ve must outspend them, at the margin, by three to one. And if 
ve set our sights higher than 80 percent, the cost exchange rate becomes 
even more unfavorable. 

Vhat this end other analyses suggest ouite clearly about the "Full First- 

StriJke" objective is: first, that if ve vere to vant to make the attempt to 
achieve such a capability, the most productive increments vith respect to our 
current program vculd certainly be in civil defense and possibly in anti- 
missile defenses, not more ICTI's; end second, that the attempt to achieve 
a "Full First-strike" capability, under any reasonable definition of the term 
is, to the extent that anything is predictable in defense planning, bound to be 
defeated by diminishing marginal returns. 

Other Seasons for Count er->^lltary Forces 

There are other reasons for having strategic forces available for targetin 
against Soviet militarj- forces. The list includes a capability for limited 
strategic nuclear attacks,- forcing the Soviets to devote resources to protectin 
their forces, and placing significant constraints on the Soviet attack planners 
These considerations are discussed in greater detail in Appendix II pages 33-35 

Conclusions 

The advice of the Joint Chiefs of Staff, the various calculations and 
studies I have reviewed over the past year, end the analysis described in this 
memorenduE have led me to the f olloving conclusions : 

1. The forces I am recommending are clear Ij^ adequate for the objective 
of "Assured Destruction" under any reasonable definition. 

2. The prospects for "Damage Limiting" by counterforce attacks may 
not hold great promise in the latter part cf the IpoO's if the Soviets 
harden and disperse their I GEM force and build up their missile submarine 
force as ve now e>rpect the:;: to do. I believe that the reeosmenaea forces 
accompli Eh vhat mgh": rcaconably be able to be done from this point of viev, 
and that the extra capability proposed by the Air Force vould make a contri- 
bution to "daaiage limiting" too small to be Justified In the light of its 
extra cost. 



-22 



3 A "Pun First-StrHie Ca-DabiUty" does not appear to be feasible 
Girring'the tljiie period imder consideration vith the veapon systecLS pro- 
Jected for both sides, tdless the Soviets choose to bi^r strategic forces 
that are both Emaller and less veil protected than ve nov expect. In any 
case, 200 or T50 extra Klnuteinan nissiles, as proposed by the f^J"^^^^ 
and Chief of Staff of the Air Force, respectively, vould not significantly 
ijnprove the outcome of the var for us. 
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ATPENDEC I: BASIS FOR RECO>-^n^.TIOKS OK T-AgTICULAS VEAPOK SYSTEbS 

reccRnraendations « 

Atlas D, E, and Titan I 

^.e Mr Force .as proposed phase ^out of |7 Atlas . ^ssiles g end-F. ig; 
27 Atles E missiles by end-FY 19^1, and tne , ^v^g^. I reconmend 

aid the substitution of an extra ^OOJ^^^^^^^^t^lem-n^d vltS estimated 
that the Atlas D and E and Titan I phase^ut be implementea vixn esxi 

savings of $209 million. 

Atlas D is cor-nguxed in a soft, fnree missile co^l« and^has a^slov 
reaction time. The first missile cannot ^^^^^^^I^^^-^^.^^^^^t^s later; 
after an execution order; the second nasslle no. before "S'^^^ configured 
S the third missile after still ^^f^^f ""^"."t^f ^^.'^'.eac^ion'ttS^or 
one missile per site, is hardened only to . P^^/^^^Ls P- cobtoIcx. 
fifteen minutes. Tne Titan I is configured ^'^^^^ "r^f cc»ple=dty 
Theoretically, it is hardenea to \^certeln and most 

37 minutes after the order to fire is given. 

Since large quantities of Kinutema. missiles vill he In t^^f-n^-y^^f 
seems appropriate to phase-out these systems to E^.i^;:^^!;^"^ 
th?t caiV a-D-Dlied to more effective sj-s-ems. „„: 
S^ds Sirb^ prosraMoed for operational improvements on those first 
S^eration misflles vhich are scheduled to he phasea out. ■ 

Defense Suppression Missiles 

™. n^- ' ^-r cjto-rr of th= 'idr Fo'-ce recoamended a procurement of 355 missiles 
The Chief of Staff of th- Air _ jo^ce I am recommending does 

at an estimated cost of about ^388 million. Tne face I ^^^^^^^ ^^^^ 

not include a new procurement o. Bo^a^| t believe that the number of 
retention of the missiles already 5-°=^^"-. f^r-ce is sufficient 

Hound Dogs that vill be available for the alert J°- " " rfo^m the 

in conjunction vith our other strategic systems aaequa.slj to periorm 
defense suppression mission. 

IcaM Reliability program 

AS I have mentioned, the Joint Chiefs of S*^f',:J^^„^:;^"%^\^l°rTitan, 
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ica'i Reliability Progrem (Contd ) 

The reliability progrE^ for Atlas D, E, end Titan I vill be carried out 
Smn avallable^efources. Tor Atlas T and f ^ ' " 

4—^4-^^ T-i^i ■?B•h^^■^tv of 7S uer cent be esxablished vitn per cen-t 
a demonstrated reliaDixity oi P=-^ v^T4+,r .^-p oivMit Qo T>er 

cnnfid«n-e This correspondB to en expected reliability of about 90 per 
cent planning purpTses, 12 Atlas F and 12 Titan II, and approximately 

10^. c^t of the Seman force vould be expended annually the . 
10 pe- cenu ^-ncram The T>roDOEed prograiE should raise the 

rfllSS Ifl^l^^t^f^^^^^^^ the tot'al Tost of the reliability 

cl^ot ^ accu.'ately determined at this time, our best estimates - 
nov are sumarized in the folioving table. 

RELIABILm TEST PROGRAK COSTS 
(Additional TOA in K-illions of DoUars) 
^ Total 

FY 65 FY 66 FY 6? 

Atlas 3.1^ 
Titan 19.5 1.0 .9 

>5inuteman 92>2 .^'^ 



FY 68 


FY 69 


FY 65-69 


2c0 


2.0 


13.1 


8.8 


16.0 


46.2 


12U.0 


120.8 


47T.2 


l^+.8 


138.8 


536.5 



Total 115.1 fi"*'! 

Minuteman Program 

The previously aT.proved program consisted of 800 basic Minuteman and 
150 S^roved kn*u?enan tJ^end-FY I966, For planning purposes, the force 

consisted of 8OO basic ^lnutemsn ■ and 500 ,1?^:°^^ ;;*™^h^"I" (^n^l)' 
Tne frst 8OO Minuteman (Mings I throi«h V) included botb the A I) 
m fwn-s Il-v> configurations. The Minuteman suDsequent to Wine, V 
and B (tants "j-^ , ny. coaf Uuretion , The cbapacteristics 

ere pro£rammea for cc^^in the follov-.ng table. Tne 

essential ^fSrence ^t-^en A and B is that the latter has a flexibility 
o? tvo^L-f^ts^r missile; the former has but one target. In aodition, 
Vne%etf;Sl?"-ciate4 vlth '^s III through V.1ng V are haraened 
to psil 

v^ iDuteaan Characteristics 
A/B ^ 

Stored targets 

Range (ntmi.) 

Current >'ield (l-IT) 

CEP (n^miO 

Radio launch overlay 

Post attack survivability' 

The advantages of these inrprovenents vill be\ discussed later. 
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I'linuteaan Prograa ( Contd ) 

Ae a result of tbe reliability test progra:r, the A/B missiles e^rpendeS in 
these firin£<= v^ll be replaced by the miEsiles alloving^ in part, 
targeting backup flexibility — "internetting" - for the first five 
of basic Kinuteman through the use of Iinpra\'ed Kinuteman. 

In the recanmended progrem, the full internetting of the fesic and Ic^roved 
>!inuteiiian force vould be obtained both by retrofit and the co-location of 
Inra-oved Minuteman squadrons vith the five Vings of Basic Kinuoenian. A 
significant increase in effectiveness is possible. For exscrple, the target 
destruction cai>ability of the reconinended force, including 1^200 Minu^naii 
miBsn-s, is 3b-kO per cent higher than that achievable vith the prevlcusly 
approved force including 1,3X mnuteman nissiles. Tne erpansion of tbe 
reconsaended hSinutenan force level is as follows : 

Force Expajision FY 66 FY 6? FY 68 FY 6^ 

Co-location I-V 50 100 100 

Retrofit 50 1^ 130 8o 

V^th the recon^ended program the co-location of three squadrons ("oeyond the 
scuadrons in Wing Vl) and the retrofitting of basic >linuteman silos for full 
ti-get flexibilitv will by end-FY 1068 complete the internetting of ^xc 
and linproved Kzinuteman. The characteristic of Improved hiinuteman vnich 
allovs targeting backup flejzLbility is the eight stored target capability 
an'^ the ability to select a target rapidly if the initieVLy assigned Kinute- 
man experienced a malfunction during countdovn. To transisit this infcmation 
to tbe souadrons of Improved Minuteman, I recommend that ve install "cissile 
a-».-ay" recorders at all Mnuteman silos at a total cost of $14 Tnillion. 

With th^ greater range of Inroroved KJ.nut€man all targets in the Soviet Union 
can be attacked; end, in addition, many targets in Korthern China can be 
reached, The greater range vith the payload can also oe 

translated into greater payload (about . . lbs.) at 5>500 n.mi. A larger 
varhead could consequently be utilized on Impro\'ed MinuteTnan, 

-Tb'- gre^t^r accuracy is advantageous for destruction of har-d targets, or 
for accurate delivery of a small veapon against targets ve vant to cestroy 
without causing great collateral dszsge. 

T-ae Radio L-vonch Overlay permits the missiles to be launched by the ^airborne 
command post in the event ^1 five launch control centers in a sq^^cron are 
knocked out. The Permissive Action Link vlll also be installea and is a 
safeguard asa-^'nst unauthorized or accidental detonation of the varneass,. 
I reconnL-nd bith be -orogranr-ec as the besic Minuter^r. force is retrofit. ec 
vith lEprovea Hinuteian. The total costs of these flexibility moaificatxons 
are $60 million and ^2k,9 million, respectively. Other flexibi^ty 
modifications, ir.cluding status authentication, remote targeting end 
tir".«-ove^-target systens, vlll be programmed at a total cost $135 rJ-Hion. 
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Mnuteaaa Program (Contd ) 

^cause of unprotected pcver supply in Wings I end II, approximately six 
hours endurance is possible if the diesel generators and the environment 

C control system art destroyed in the initial enemy attack. Twenty-six 
hours of endurance is possible through the use of additional batteries. 
The Air Force believes that survivability beyond six hours is unnecessary. 
They feel that by the time this modification is completed (mid-1965) > 
sufficient missiles vill be available, and in conjunction vith Wings III 
and beyond, Wing I and II missiles vould be assigned against time -sensitive 
targets. Hovever, the issue is not one of sufficient nmber of "auick- 
reacting" missiles. Delays in decision making, transmittal of authenticated 
orders, et cetera are possible. It vould be imprudent to assvcae that under 
all circumstances ve vould be able to respond in a timely fashion. The 
recommended program includes $3.0 million in T1 X96h end $27.5 million 
in FY 1965 for extended Eurvi\'B.bilj ty for Vings I and II. Since the power 
supply for Vings III to V are hardened to no additional battery 

~-„6upply.is contemplated at this time* 

The Air Force proposed the siting of a sqizadron in a location vhich would 
c 12 7.: peacetime launches under the nearest possible operational conditions, 
A possible location is the Hunter Liggett reservation north of Vandenberg. 
The cost of this squadron is estimated to be S27 million (all in FY 19^5) 
over the cost of a normal squadron, deployed in a Wing. The basis for the 
proposal is to provide actual operational test of missile, launcher, 
control sj-Btem, human factor, and technical data, It also provides a 
control sample from vhich to determine bias in test launches, and control 
system and anomalies introduced by and during shipment of missiles from 
Pi>erational sites to Vandenberg missile i ii^i^e. 

The decision to fund such a squadron vill be held in abeyance until firings 

from Vandenberg Air Force Base have been acccGiplished end analj'zed, and 
determination made that the results are inferior to results that ceroid be 
ejipected from firings from en isolated squadron* Further, such a decision 
should await the firm determination of the technical details to be incorpo- 
rated in the retrofit program to insure that, the squadron vould be repre- 
sentative of the operational force to be tested. This decision need not 
be made until FY I966. 

l?o additional procurement of B missiles is required after FY 19^^. However, 
in FY 1964 procurement of B missiles has been increased frcin I7I to I98 to 
support the reliability program for the A/B missile. 

Polaris Retrofit Progrsr^ 

Tne Kavy had previously proposed that all Polaris A-1 and A-2 missiles be 
^ retrofitted with the A-S" missile. The A-3 missile has a longer range 

(2,500 n.mi.)than the A-1 (1,200 n.mi.) or A-2 (l,500 n.mi.) and carries 
a three element varhead. I recommend that the A-1 retrofit program proceed 
according to the Navy's proposal, Eovever, I do not believe that it is 
necessary to retrofit the A-2 missiles vith A-3's at least through 1970. 

(Contd) 
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PolerlE Retrofit Program (Contd ) 

^ ^. 4. ft ^ 1 K creater than the a large fraction 

IX'en thoush the range of the A-i ib ere&t,ej: outu^ ^ • ^ a o t^-? ee^Te 

'sIviS: 19S9 resulting TL^HSrl/vMri SrSllion^Is 

missiles vith A-Sj^^sile^ emoimt to $lr^p million, Ox vnicc 9 

realized in FY 19^5 • 
B-52 Modifications 

J Tj e;o » e fHe Air Force undertook a 

As a result of three accidents i"'^!^"!/:^^/ ' jhey have 

coniprehenslve investigation of the entire B-52 ^-i^^SwTf a-jlts and 

T^-ciosed an additiOD^l modification program =°::":,!?;\t?i^tes of the 
assl-e the structural integrity of the B-52. PrelxBinary es.lmates 
costs of these modifications are es follows: 

• FY 6h . FY 65 FY 66 FY 67 
($ in l-!illions; 

Hods 20-0 110-0 102' 8 5.3 

Although I have not co^leted my review of -^--^-^"^-^^/"^^"^"^a^'^or 
I haveincluded for planning purposes the requirenen. for these funds ror 

the FY 1965 to FY 1967 period. 
C03=and and Control 

The previously approved program Includes an ^^^^e^^y^;^!* 
S^■sten vhich vouid provide a survivahle oeans °f ;^^-ff ^^^^^ ^1° 
vord in case other r.eans of communications vere ^^"^i^y hy d^Ll^Sg 
attack. The Air P-=P=-- ^e^^ rB^^t t'gSilJli cation SystS to 

end ■DTOCuring an e>rteDQea rar,ge jjae-c-ncy .v„,,4. f>, -pr cent of 

Berv4 the southern- Mrhorne Alert route nov used hy ahou. ^ |er cen 
SAC hoahers. I recoc^end approval of this proposal. The f:.ve ye»r 
of this program would be about $15 million. 

Tne /.^r 'o-ce has also recuested P^k million of additional ^^^^ ^he 
me Air .o.ce nas , . - . niiUion would be required in 

SAC Conxrol Systen (hb^) , of ^hicn yi- rTvl" cTrrSAC -fMllv informed 
TY T(^5 The -purpose of this Ej-stem is to keep CU.CSAC nuiy 
of iS^staius oflis forces, and to permit P"-«!^=Vo°?h-H,.?^m through 
replanning. $U28.5 Billion will have been com^ttea to this sj-t.m^.h-ougn 

10^ Xnd S^Ol k million has been approves for Fi 19o5-t>9. I am 
"fe-iig action on ^e reau.st for additional .^"fT^, 
cl^ %; i^viewed and e determination made of the justification for .nese 
proposed cost increases. 
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Financial Suznaxy of Hecorzsended Strategic Retaliatory Forces 

A preliminary financial suEnary (TOA in millions of dollars) of the Strategic 
Retaliatory Forces are shovn in the following table. 

FIIxAJ^CIAL SIMIARY OF F£CO>a>£i;i)£D STRATEGIC RETALIATORY FORCES 

(TOA in Millions) 



B-52 



FY 62 FY 63 FY 61i FY 65 FY 66 FY 6? FY 68 FY 69 

1285.9 1013.1 8TT.6 87^.9 80i+.2 SQk.k 6U2.3 592-0 

E/b-Ut 397.3 289.9 210.0 131-2 53.0 

BI58 166.6 153.7 108.1 _r84 _15^ _I3^ 

Total iB4§:B II95T7 10b7.9 ^353 759.9 715.7 661.0 

HoxndDog (^1.^) (75.^) (^1-6) (39.9) (^0.0) (33.1) (22.8: 

S}^ybolt (146.1) (i33.9) 



735 2 -1^61;. 7 251.6 15l*.l 106.6 81.2 73.8 7^.0 

1158.5 866.0 57^.9 153.9 113.2 106,5 88.7 83.1 

134l;.9 2183.6 22&D.1 1615.2 1181.0 1065.9 ■ 569-1 327.^ 

2278.0 1923-4 1856.1 IOU1.3 792.2 617.I 367.2 _112_^ 

5437.7 4762.7 2964.5 2193-0 iSSBTj 129b. b 997-1 

672.0 588.9 523.5 324.8 292.6 272.0 284.0 280.0 

"^SSr^"" 10T2.0 1061. 9 1051.1 .95io ^ .^05^ 

Grand Total 9110.4 8345.1 7533.0 5336.7 4353-4 ?805.6 jlSU 27SM 



Atlas 
Titan 
Minuteman 
Polaris 
Total 

Other Support 
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The Soviet defensive po£t\ire. inducing active and passive defense^ consists 
of the folloving sj'stems. 

Gro'cnd-to-Alr Missile Systems 

Th- pres'^nt generation Soviet grounQ-to-air siissiie; the BA-l, si:iL*.l£.r 
to the U*S, K'lke-Ajaxr Ve nw estijaaxe t>e So"-iets vill h.£.v6 oeplcysS 
about Sk-2 batteries by miC'196T.. esticate is ir.crii&s?D from 

ia^^t veer's by about . Ths systes has a gooa capability agair.st hor:Ders 
at'T^o'-^-ate and high altitudes, but i'S capabiiixy belov about i-OOJ zeet 
is Elnlaal. Ad -:-:r"C.ve.c SA-2 cay have as: inte;r::ept capability agains" rags 
altitude non-ballistic air -to- surface rnissiles, S^e of the inr;ro%^e2 EA-2-s 
isay be configured for mobile operations. 

Although the SA-3 h-as been estimated to be aesigned to intercept lov-altltuae 
uenkrators (including high speed lov-altitu-ie ASM'b), tvit capsciil:y has 
not been confirmed. But vhether cr not the SA-? has lov-aiti-uoe capabilities. 
Genera*^ Pover believes that the ficur.a :>:^g vill be able to per.exraT.e SoTiet 
defenses at lov altitude, We expect rL-igru;.' SA^B batteries "do be 

dep-'oved by I96T. There is evidence tc £a>;ge&t that tne. SA-3 -yst-em.is a 
replacement for the SA-2. If this is the case, the total nusdber of 3^1.-2 
and SA-3 systems could be overstated. 

Interceptors 

Th^ cur-ent generation Soviet interceptors have airborne intercept radars 
vith t-ack/search ranges scalier than ccmparcble c^Jirrent lUS. figntsrs. By 
106T-6C we consider it vithin S-r^-let cap^oil-lties tc de^relcr a nev an- 
r:,.v,e^ fighter assigned to operational ^jnits xn? Soviet fighiex sys-em is 
de-D-ndent on grourid controlled int£rc;ept radars for terminal vecT-onng t-o 
targ-'ts. Like our"Ovn. the groona direction cer.ter,? are vj.-r..eraD.ie 
ba^li-t^c'Eiissile or air-to- surf ace missile attack. The effectiveness of 
So\^.et interceptors against air-laur.ched missiles, and to a lesser ei^i-ent 
£^:a^-st bombers is €xx»ected to be sruall, not because of termj^nai performance 
cSp^Vcerations. but because of the ciffic^ties enco^or:! ered by inter:ep-.ors 
in ac^ui-ring targets vithin a degraded g:-:/^nc environmen-. Tne aefense 
potential of Soviet fighters could be enhanced by deplcoment of aii acrbome 
ccn-and and direction system, as veil as by vride special deplc^-men-._oi a 
sezii-automated conrsand- control systen somevhat comparable -o our 5AjE sysucm. 
At t>^° present time, there is no indication mat su^/n an airborne conznand 
system is being developed. An ii-prcve.d senii- automated fignter conrrcj. 
system, however- is beir.:^ introduced- 
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Aati -Ballistic Kissile Sysxeic 

It aTTpeerB that the Soviets are deploying ai. ^"-i-^^i^^^^^'f^^t^,^ 
IX new axjpeit^e 17^^^^ rmi e E\^teiii i-P it becomes operational, protal)ly 

Evstes around Leningraa. Tni£ s^c^w«m, i- j.*' ^ r tatv-i n ml 

^lid\e effective against thistle ^ssiles launched 3W;1000^^»1. 
but vould have only Bsrginal capability ^l. .^^^/a^^e^Uon 

Bhould deteriorate rapidly vith the l°=^«"i'^^y/°P^^f tt^fn^ hT 
vhlch ve Plan to use. Soms evidence suggeats that ateps may he 
^dL4S alio lo deploy this first generation A^l ^^^^ 
The Sov-lets are also hellevecl to he mating a major effort to develop a 
new AS-: sj-Eteni capable of engaging ICHi's. 

Soviet Civil Sefense ?rogrtJL 

Substantial ertdence Is available Indicating that the Soviets ^;-.^°f =^ 

th« ^1ev that "Civil iBfense no-^ must bi consiaered as one o. the f^-ic 

tn. -n-BM yn<i.- V _..„_-tioT- of f"' country for aefense. It Is es-l- 

million compared to ^ne Soviets are increasing en:pbasi6 

•orosrEEned eroenditure of $300 nixlion. me oovici-b t>M»v have 

?n^tUization of existing structure^, for shelters. ^he« 
added hiast doors in the l^osco"." sub-^ys. Hcr.ev^, u^^be U^., th^ 
is no ev^der'-e of an eirtensive shelter marking proeram. •^'^^^f'^^:^ 
to ^ rel^ii on =o=pulsory training to fa«iUarize the populace vi^ 
location of available shelters and proxectlve measures. 

Other "Assured Ifestrue tion" Exeursioas 

I. the memorand-^ the capability of of^Se'^t^ru'^ 
dBjnage on the Soviet" Union vas calculated on "'^^^^J;* ^ 

Operational factors .^Jf^f>^^T,,f^^^^J^l,%l^^^^^ 

^.^S^^'iS^^ ^;:;':;::r4nties can be ^escri^ hy the 

r^ :f°-m:i;possibilities. For purposes °f.Pi^^^t^^^^^;kmlstic" 

it 's often useful tc describe this range by three f r^^^;*- !?i^S^„tiaate . 

estl^te, an "expected" or- most ^^ft^'^^^-^^^^^^^^^ie'tr^seltes^ 

The Msslmistic estimate is the estimate ve have so far 

vhic-h are -sistent^_th -aU e^le, je h^^^^ ^ 

achieved aboux a 70 ?e. cent programs, and assuming that ve ,- 

this and our experience v.tn o^e^i^^f^^f^f "fl judgment that a 

continue reliabUity testing ana ir^io^ ccmStions by I969 

■ reliability of :.ess than 50 V-r cent unaer fP^^^tio^ I^simlstlc estlmkte.- 
is effectl^^lv ruled out t^^^^^- «r =ent! ^d fos A " " 
Tn fact, "by 1969 we expect to achieve t:> per ceno, ^^^j- ±f 
85 per cent reliability mider operational conditions. 
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other "AsBTired testructi nr^" Sceurslons (Contd) 

The ,oint here Is that the relevant test ^->2%,'\T^olV^V^li^lf 
^^iaVxe evidence?" ani not "Is " coDoe ^■^^le? J^ij^^ cai= 

20 per cent, or lees, Is conceivtDle. Bu. i^^o y 

^ed out of the range of practlca^ pcssitimy. Jnis poin 
eLvasis Iwcause there ie a oistaSen ter.aency sOTe.lnes .o test 
against *1» eir'='»s*"'"* conceivahle. 

.ajor uncerta^ties ^ectlng^he a^ure^e^^^^^^^^^ °^ 
our Strategic Huc-lear I-crcee can be gro\xpe^ unaer lu 

1. Improved Soviet Dsfenses, 

2. Larger or More ETfective Soviet Offensive Forces, 

3. Lov7er U.S. Missile ReliabtLity, and 

k. UnB^ticiT>ateQ Wartime Ifegradation in U.S. Forces. 

protection is nov avsilaDle, out do ^ °f ^^"^f °: ^-T,ioy AS-: defenses 
?.-osra=. Moreover, although ve_ "^f^. ^^^^^"tu'-h a dff^se at as many 
onlv at Leningrad and Kosoow, tney oeploy ^u.h a a 

as io or 15 cities. Such a defense vouxq cos. us -^^^1^^^^^^ f^r 
Ms^ng a'nation-.^de 't^°f J;f ^^^;:^,^l;!:erL^r '""ore effective 
15 cities, hut not assuzning Soviet 50 t^^ cent of the So%'iet 

than anticipated, we vould f 1- ;J f.^;:" .^^^o^le^thout any Minute^an 

to kill 90 million people. 

. ^ +0 have la-Be'- and more effective strategic 

Second, the Soviets may P;°r^,^° rt^calculation of e>:pected da^Bage 

forces than those we nw ""-1=^1^*^: . the Soviets vould have the 

sho-.-n above vas based on the ^^^'f^V'^- ^""^^ 

••^fediu=" force of ^^Wl^lJ;,f/\,...re is uncertainty about So-.let i^issile 
Sovie-. force H^^^'lttr "r^^egoing calculations vere based on the as- 
accuracy anc "'-^t^^i^^' ™;,^?;^'(^o-ces veekea for attack) and a . /t. 
sumption of mssile reliabilltj >>-°lJ"^^ Wow-ver I believe it pruaent , 

cS'as suggested by ^-^^^t^^^^^rM^^ir J ^'S^'o^^ - " 
to insure against a reliability as nign as <^ 

, ■ , ^ -1^0^ TrTr»/> K vmder certain conditions. 

U Tne fST Force ??^^°^Je^i??°»??er rS:s out by the a^•aiiable 

Although this possiDility canno. f!.^:i^gr''"u-,i, ^ building urogram, ve 

evidenS, if tbe_ Soviets vere to esoa-K on such^^ Sorces enough to offset 

vould find out aoout it in -J'^;„'-°„f,-^??§SrS"ce against that possibility nov. 

it. We therefore do not need to buy "^^^",^^"tiT>le cuided re-entry 
V It is also POssi^.le>bat the Soviets -^gh. ^-l^^'-^^^^eTs no e^-.dence 

vehicles for some of their ica^ s dj p -R-Dability. Osir ov-n 

the Soviets have bepn ^evelcpment on f^f r,o^ an ^ 

sJ^ies indicate that this vo^^d be f^^ii^'ve can rule out 

efficient vay to expend our force. xDcrexore, x ^ 

this possibility for 1969- 
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Ot har "AsBured DeEtructiop" Excurelcas (v^hqu ; 

Tin^v tb-re T^y be unsBtlcipated vsrtiae degradation in the performance 
Finallj, ^.nere c-y u.i-uwi y ^„=-*vo ^ t->**6 First, ve have asBumed 
ftirr fo-^ccB. There are several posEiC^lxXieB. rirbu, 

reduce the VErnlng ve get fron ^'sSuld consider 

the poESitillty of tvo-tbiraE of ths Aiert Force Being caug 
leEvGs ^ B. force of atout 100 B-52's surviving. 

reason for tiis night !« disri^tion "/"f "t^t ^ - radiation on 

cations. Another "^^^V^ofeto'E^fsil;' 00=141^ icm attack, 
the ^liidaiice systemE, if ve expose xn^ TT 7^ +>,^.- -iios until the 
vo-^d ca^ose ^'retaliatory 
radiation pulse has passed, r^de out the Soviet 

caT>a=ility on the asEirnptloa that the ICS. "^^^ t,iast 

Voi^r attach. ^^^^^^^^^^^ ^1.'"^?-*::^ and Titan II 

resistance of our ICM «"*^^j^^g^,,^^tf^,e. However, there are veapons 
siloE to vii^nstand - vitn n±^LL ^ i„*>,oi r-pA-i± are Tincertain. 

effects such as the electro^netic pu.se vhose le.nal^adii^a.e ^ 

. CEP froa . to « • 
The results sbovn in the ,:>e,.orandu== co=hined all four groups of pessimistic 
assnnTDtions . 

So:^ "other possible reasons for pc-esessing counter -r^litary forces are as 

fOllOVTS. ~ ■ • • 

Lislted Strategic Nuclear Options 

-^v.arp are Other reasons for having 
Sesices the ones ^^^%^^^^';:^^^ioyUt military forces, 
strategic forces ^^^^"^^ *°i,r:=^|;^;^eulfrrii"ited strategic attacks. 
One is to give us the possibility o «^=f ^^.^lities is very limited 

Admittedly O'x- unaerstand.ng of this -ange oi po ^^^006 more 

and inadequate at this point in ^^^^ as hoth sides deploy 

iinportant relative to otner fo-nns cf .neruc-nuclear 

i^ure veil-protected nuclear delivery f escSt^ trstrategic 

are ^ontrol^ea ae^^r^te^^^r.^^-^ of in-t^to^esc^ ^ 

LSVSieV^'ioSra'^^d'^ought to a close. 
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Lln ited Strategic Kucle£r Options (Conta ) 

4.^.^+ « ^^^-f-isr-^ ove-r Be^nn, or elsevhere in the KATO 
Assume for example that ^J^:,-^^;;/^;;.^;^^^ that ve are losing 

^^t'S^^^ the non-..c.ea. or -11-scale 

t t?Sl nuclear lev.! Is as inevitahle as ^P-^^^V^^^L^^^ 
a Dossihility that must be considered. In ^^^^^^ftl^'^^'f''!^' ^ a 
dekrahl. to'have, as an -1^;-^^-^ 

grouD of So^^et ■bo:nber "bases or s.agiA^ h^s.s. bucn ^ r>rovideB us 

the order of 25 >anuteinen. T^Ds recoznienaea force clea^lj i^oviQ.5 
enough laissiles. f or rach contir^genciee . 

Forcing the Soviets to Harden 

Another reason for a counter ^militar^^ force, one that night ^f^^/°^ 
Another reason I aetonat^n^: one reliable varhead over each iailita.y 
ha^•in£ the ^^^^f I^^^^^thno;^! ts either to harden their forces or to 
target, is that it •'^^^V % T^orcin;: the Soviets to harden, 

accept a position of "e^-t^vu^ra^^^^^^^ 

or otherv^ise pro.ect^ tnexr fo^^ces ^^^^^^ ^^^^ ^^^^^^ 

aavantages fo. ^hf' g^,. g.^en budget, they can afford fever 

a very heavy cost vnence, out or anj g^ven wuu«sc , j 



forces. 



ao .o^ -na.. aetailea st.aies cost of prcteji^ - 

th'^'^e ere many indica^ions thau ii, is nign. ^-^ > . - ^ 

uafcr a Soviet missile attacK. we -oerhaTJS 85 per cent of OUT 

or. our bomber bases, ve could plan on ee^viofi Pernaps op^ boaters 
•^ters into the wa^. Tnus, the reculre^ent Pf°:«=* 
agproximately doubles the cost of e surviviDS tomoer. 

j*v <+= micelles costs roughlj' $200 inillion to buy 
A Polaris submsxine, vlth its '=^"":!^' f ^^!,i°^f^ a 55 per cent 
ana about $10 million per year to ojera.e. Allovin^ P| |= 

o-.-station factor, a Polaris ndssile on-station =f !;^^'-°°^;„^f°J^our ' 
l^r a five year period.. If ve - -"--^^^^^^/Ssfiirs 
forces ve could do f^J^Jf, ^1:^ nfon-^e^ycrsts about $7 «mion 
T-inuteinan on-alert (assunixng cenT. on ^ . ^ ^ ^^uld 

rv^- th'=> s£-i- period; a soft Kinuteman on a lower B.e.e oi s-^.;^ 

i v?" ^-n^ Tniin^-on. In the mnutecan system ivself , the 

probably cost less .nan ^-^^--^^ ^ s^c>clc absorbers, 

cost of hardeninE exceeas .ne cos. Ox uhe sxio, i / 
hardening po-^r supplies, multiple ^^^^^ ^^"^^^^^^^^^^^^ vith special 

...^.to^-s to sto. electrc^netic p'olses nuclear detonations, backup 

^^-^^^ - T^-.^^v f-rrr. £-?-bo'-n» coasand Dosts, et cetej.a. 

controls xo permit launcn nos a^sc-ii- uv-ii^ ^ ? 

^+ --hp -nrosram of -protection of our Retaliatory 

rnese factors ^^^^^4^:^ ^^^^^ °;^?led their cost. If the same 
"^^o^ces from nuclear a^tacK. nas roagr-J.y uuuuj.^u. -,—0^*:' the 



can deploy. 
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Forclac the SovletE to EsTdenCCostd ) 

Koreover, ve have found it very difficult to b^-cen o-jr lergs IJ-l'^a 
filed ciESiles to tbe polat that « ce= have high confidence they vill 
^!ve gro-^ shociB e^d still operate. Tnis is one of the rf^.^^^^tL 
led UB trmnuteinan. A Soviet liquid-fueled miseile capable of oellTering , 
e 10r>ff vShead vould have a gross velght of approxi^tely 660,000 pounds, 
^rrepresents a veight twice that of Tita^ II, and two and on-half tha. 
cfltlafF. While this So.-iet Bissile could be haraened,aBs^ance of _ 
caving the silos withstand high overpressures could ^^..j, 
f;;cins them to harden, ve i=ay force theiL to go to smaller Bissiles with 
lover payloads. . 

Finally, forcing the Soviets to harden isay be desirable from the point of 

of'creati^ a more stable posture, reducing their i»=entive as well 
as their ability to make a pre-sn?tive strike against us. However, In 
"ew of thelact that the rrconaended U.S. foroe provides .us with between 
a"l.9 and 3.3 nuserical superiority in ICS-I's alone (. vs. 
I do believe that a fukher increment in our forces is required for 
this purpose. 

Constraints on Soviet Attack ?lanper 

Our possession of a counter-military force puts significant "^t'T^if « 
^tte Soviet attack T>lanner. In the cost of their bwser operations, 
?he i^.ets can get substantially more out ^'.^^^^/"^ri^^^^^f^^f' - 
^_v„_ f__-e if they can stage it through peripheral s..a£lne, bases. 

iws is a very ^erabS operation.- If th^ have to take ^riou^y 
iL possibility that we ndght cut off their bomber attaet vlth Klnu.eiDsn, 
^Sy nusi pla^ a far less Arable <^ration which woula^llver fewer 
• osiers to^he United States. In the case Si^S^^ iles 

ct^ot bTT^nched in about an hour. Tnerefore, they must nave a 1^^^^ 
force than other^'ise required to meet a given set °f J'^^^^-"^"*^;^!! 
objectives. However, it is clear that the recoamended U.S. forces will 
provide enough missiles for this purpose. 
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-m THE BUT, TI.S. K)BCE L^CTCWN^ 

"ATO U.S. OSRATIOItAL FACI^ ^.Dj 



general nucleex var misslbeiB. 



MstrlbutloP of PoTmlatl QP and Industry 



^-1 ^---5bution of popula^i^^^ and industry 
Tne follow table cc^b the ^^^soviet population is 

in the Soviet Union and tne U.S. As 
conBiderahle more dispersed than is our own. 




1 
2 

I 
10 

20 
50 
100 
200 



(Millions ) 

9.5 
10. T 

37. 9 
U9.5 
. 61.6 



Capacity. 
(Percent) 

8.2 

13.1 

lU.T 

23.9 

3U.0 

51.0 

62.8 

71.0 



CHiUlons) 
ll^.l 
20.1 
25.8 

55.»* 

8U.6 
95.5 



Caxtsclty 
(Percent) 

11.2 

17-9 
22-7 
36.8 

57.6 

"68.1 
78.8 



U,S> Force Laydovns 

Soviet Bloc T-arget Struct-ore. 
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SOVIBT BLOC TARGET STT^UCTURE AS OF END FT I969 



Targets 

Urban Industry £: 
Gov't Controls ' 
Satellites 

Strategic Nuclear 

Bomber Bases . 
ICBM Sort . . ■ . : • 
ICSM Hard " ■ ^''r^ ':{.•?''■ 
lE/MRBM-Sort 
IR/MRH.I-Hard •;'-*.•>. '. 
Sub Bases • in- 
offensive Control 



Ixumber . 

Oj. 

Targets 



150 
65 



210 
122 
100 
125 
113 
: 35 



SSM Force 
I II III 



V/enponc Assigned 

■ a/ ■ - .^^"^^^y Bombs- 

ASI<t-' Force - •. . ' Force ; >■ 
I II III • • I H - III 



309 309 309 

179 179" 179. 

100 1U7 291+ 

iQk 18U' 184 

86 166:. 166 

51 ■ 51^^102 

66 66 " 66 



. 200:,:200;i:'200 
■ 226":" 226T.226"., 

^ 35 -35" :- 35 



Defensive and Other Military 

Air Defense Fields II5 
Unco-located SAM 1^0 '■ ' .\ 

Aircraft Disp. Bases 110 
i;.trat/Tac Vpns Stora^e2i40 .. 
Other Mil/lnterdictic n220 



96 96 



65 . 65 65 
280 280 280 



220 220 220 
2k9' 2k9 3kS 
220 i 220 . 220 



Total 



rr90 ■?^:>5o8 1758 1958. 3^5 31^5 3h3 1150 1150 .1150 



These -calculations assume that the U.S. alert bomber force has the following 

loadings. - ■ .■ ~'y--^~:'^rH-/^z'^^^ ' ' .'^''J ' ■ ■^^ ". .- 



900 
130 
"120 



MP gravity bbinbB^;^:' 



'"^Vv'iitrr gravity bombs vfii^^% 
■; ^^KT gravity bombs 



O 



&/ The air- to- surface missiles and gravity bombs are associated vith the' alert ' 
bomber .force only..- r • -'• ^''i-^^t- '■.''.-^ ' ^V':. 

■\ 'b/ These forces could possibiy' be" augmented by missiles in an -emergency combat 



' condition^ part of the alert bomber fore and the bomber positive control 

.backup force; • ?i^^3?s7*-^;^^ ... , r^'--- v^'r-y;-' ^''^ • . ; 
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nnlte& States C??eratiG n&l It^ctOTS 

S^ilssea as tb. proauct =1 four factors: 

Peacetime readiB.s, rate of the alert or on-station.force, or BR. 

b. BurTival rate onaer enesg- attack, or SR. 

c. Eelia'Dility rate, or R. 

d. Penetration rate throvigh enemy defenses, or PR. 

corresponding to the 3ov f ^^^"i^^^^^^^^ed Mnder the assumption 

the hieb force. ■ The ^2^, ^^--s io Wted States urtsn-industrial 
that the Soviets aOlocste 200 ICS. s xo o-i^ea 

ihe^ASM-s, Atlas, Titan, Minuter, Polaris inissiles are ass«.ed 
to carry currently progrsimed veepons. 

+v= ■^pcll^^cal characteristics or potential 
Little is Smovm concerning the .echn-caJ. cnara ^aiysis aevelopefl 

effectiveness of Soviet ^^^^^^^^^^^f ^^tuLted consisting of 
in the Bemorendum a 15 city So!i^*^f ^^^.^f^?^ capahiUty vlth each 
3000 interceptors having an ^^^^^^ S &) percSt. In order to have 
interceptor having a kill proDa>.ility Pf'^^^i.^ig Eissiles vere 

a high ass-orance of P-^-^^t^.^^t.^l'Sr.S^ila-a'th^ereleBent 
ess-ased expended. Each of rne contribution of 

vaxhead, and, in addition, s« affects the 

chaff ^& BCK vas refxectea in ° ^he Polaris A-3 is 

"oualltv" of the defense systen. For e3caa?pie, xne r 
planned' to have this capability. 
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